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Science Improves Animal Agriculture

ALF of the dollars spent for

foods and beverages in the
United States are spent for foods
. from animals.

Questions are raised frequently
about the -production, processing
and marketing of animal foods,
sometimes with contradictory evi-
dence offered as proof. In erder to
help clarify such controversies, 25
gelentifle societies formed the Coun-
cil for Agricultural Science and
Technology (CAST) several years
Ago.

A courrent CAST publication com-
piles relevant scientific data deal-
ing with gquantity, quality and safety
of “Foods from Animals."” Dr. Rob-
ert Totusek, head of the Animal Sci-
ence Department st Oklahoma State
University, is one of the 22 task
force authors.

Ome topic discussed is diethylstil-
bestrol (DES), which was banned
lagt year for use as a growth stimu-
lant for beef cattle, ~

“DES is a synthetic female sex
bormone,"” the document says. “Like
the naturally cceurring female sex
hormone, it can be carcinogenic if
the dosapge level iz excessive. Its no-

toriety 18 a consequence of a few
cases of a rare form of cancer in
daughters of certain pregnant wom-
en, wha, a generation ago, were giv-
en as much as 300 milligrams of
DES per day by their physicians in
an &ttl!'l'l!p-t to pl"E"n"I!'ll.t spuntnneuus
abortions.™

Mo DES resldues have been found
in muscle tisgee of beef animals
when DES was used in the legally
prescribed manner, but concentra-
tions of .05 to 2.0 paris per billicn
have been found in a small percent-
age of beef livers examined. How
much is that¥

“TF all beef liviers contalasd DES
at I paris per billion, more than
17,000 years would be reguired, at
the average rate of beel lver con-
sumption, {or one person to ingest
an amount of DES equivalent to that
in a single ‘morning after” birth con-
trol pill containing 24 milligrams of
DES," sclentists on the CAST task
force wrote.

Moting that focds from animals
are among the most outritionaily

reomplete foods known, CAST writers

emphasized that improved efficien-

cy in animal production benaflis
CODSUmers.

For example, a5 a result of scien-
tifie developments and their practi-
cal application between 1925 and
1975, beef catthe live weight market-
ed per breeding female increased
from 220 pounds to 482 pounds, milk
marketed per dalry cow increased
from 4,189 to 10,500 pounds, and an-
nual production per laying hen in-
creased (rom 112 to 232 eggs. :

CAST diesalves criticism that
priocipal benefits of production im-
provements are captured by compa-
nigs that sell facllities and other
products to producers.

“Seoner or later, a grealer vol-
ume of animal products will almost
certainly come 1o market as a re-
sult of the innovatlon,” it is stated.
“Then the price must drop to induce
coosumers to buy the additional
amounts offered for sale.”

These trutha about animal pro-
duction apd consumption are im-
portant to Oklahoma, because one
of the priocipal sources of new
wealth In thi=s state is our animal
agriculture,



